


ANOTHER COMMENT ON THE 
PROBLEM OF CONTINGENT 
ATTORNEY’S FEES 

Shop Talk for some time has been doc 
umenting the inequities that arise in 
some circuits when a taxpayer receives 
a large settlement or damage award 


and her attorneys are entitled to a big 


chunk of that amount as a contingent 
fee. The taxpayer Is forced to include 
the gross amount as income, can claim 
the attorney’s fees as only an itemized 
miscellaneous deduction subject to the 
2% floor, and cannot deduct the fees at 
all for AMT purposes. Our readers also 
have been contributing to the dia 

logue. See Shop Talk, “More on the Tax 
lreatment of Contingent Attorney's 
Fees: The Crop-Share Analogy,’ 97 
JTAX 63 (July 2002), and the prior 


items cited therein; Shop Talk, “De 
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item in Recent Tax Literature, 97 JTAX 
316 (November 2002)—ed.]|, by Aaron 
C. Charrier published in volume 50 of 
the Drake Law Review pages 315-358 


2002). Mr. Charrier makes an excel 


ent point about the imapplicability of 
the assignment-of-income doctrine 
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Dserving that the doctrine was de 
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